Introduction
A significant group of Seri verbs display a sensitivity to whether a Goal is singular or plural.2 (I use the term 'Goal' as a cover term for 'Recipients', 'Addressees', etc.) A verb such as { :eati} 'give', for example, has the subcategorization frame [1 3/Sg]; that is, it accepts only a subject and an indirect object, and the indirect object must be singular.3 With such verbs, if the Goal is plural, it must appear as a relational noun phrase (an Oblique).
The data which appear in this paper are of typological interest. I argue that Seri has Indirect Objects, but there is not a one-to-one mapping between the semantic role Goal and either the syntactic relation of Indirect Object or any oblique relation. Unlike in Southern Tiwa, where there is optionality in the mapping according to Rosen's 1990 analysis, the mapping in Seri is mediated by subcategorization frames which are sensitive to number. This paper also presents data and arguments which are of theoretical interest. First, I argue that there are verbs which govern both 3-2 Advancement and 2-3 Retreat, establishing more firmly the existence of the latter in human language. 4 One argument 1 I appreciate the discussions of these facts that I have had with David Perlmutter, Carol Rosen, and Chuck Speck. 2Some of the facts presented here are discussed in Marlett 1981 , but the analyses differ in several points.
3J use the standard Relational Grammar notation, 1 (Subject), 2 (Direct Object), 3 (Indirect Object).
SIL-UND Work Papers page 1 1993, Vol. XXXVII for this analysis over a monostratal analysis is based on the fact that, with certain verbs, the presence (or absence) of an initial Indirect Object is registered on the verb.
A second argument against a monostratal analysis is based on the fact that one loses the ability to posit a simple subcategorization frame for certain verbs.
Second, I propose that a degree of simplification of the Seri grammar may be achieved by adopting a Minimality Principle .. This principle correctly predicts that certain revaluations should not be expected in Seri. It also permits simplification of the lexical entries of verbs. This paper is organized as follows: in section 2 I show a set of facts which are the basis for distinguishing between Obliques, Indirect Objects, and Direct Objects. In section 3, the Minimality Principle is introduced and its predictions explained. In section 4 I discuss verbs which show the need for other key proposals: (a) differential treatment of singular and plural Goals with respect to initial grammatical relations, (b) lexically-governed 3-2 Advancement, (c) lexically-governed 2-3 Retreat, and (d) morphology which is sensitive to initial 3hood. In section 5 I discuss alternative analyses of the verbs in question, including one in which there is simply a more complex skewing in the mapping of semantic roles to grammatical relations.
Direct objects, indirect objects, and obliques
It is important to be able to distinguish between Direct Objects, Indirect Objects, and Obliques in Seri. Each of these grammatical relations (or classes of grammatical relations, in the case of Obliques) has different properties. These properties are discussed below.
Agreement properties
Seri has three way person agreement on the verb: Subject, Direct Object, and Indirect Object agreement. The underlying forms of the agreement morphemes are given in Table 1 . Number is not distinguished for Indirect Object Agreement.
Final Subjects determine Subject agreement, final Direct Objects determine Direct Object agreement, and final Indirect Objects determine Indirect Object agreement. s Verb stems also reflect the number of the final Subject by changes in the root and/or suffixation (see Marlett 1990 ).
In nonpassive clauses, Goals determine Direct Object agreement in some clauses and Indirect Object agreement in others. In (1) the Goal is a final 2 and determines Direct Object agreement. In (2) the Goal is a final 3 and determines Indirect Object agreement. 6 (These clauses are also discussed more below.)
The abbreviation 'F2' represents 'final direct object' .
4 See the discussion in Perlmutter 1990. 5 Direct Object chomeurs also determine Direct Object agreement. See the discussion of Seri impersonal passives in Marlett 1984. I assume that those Obliques which determine Indirect Object Agreement are final Indirect Objects. This analysis is discussed in Marlett 1990 (p. 533) , but in that article the terminology 'Oblique Agreement' was used nevertheless.
6The first line of the example is close to a phonemic transcription; the second line is essentially the Various morphemes display suppletive allomorphy which is sensitive in whole or in part to the presence of a final Direct Object in the clause. These facts therefore provide a positive test for the Direct Object relation. For example, there are two suppletive allomorphs of the first person singular Subject prefix: { ?} occurs if the clause is finally transitive, { ?p} if it is finally intransitive. Another example of such allomorphy is found with the infinitive prefix: if the clause is finally intransitive, the prefix is { ika} ; if the clause is finally transitive, the prefix is { i? a} . 
Object marker

Marlett
When a clause has a third person final Subject and a third person final Direct Object, the prefix { i} occurs on a finite verb. 7 The verb form for 's/he saw it/her/him' is iy6o?o ({ i-yo-a?o} 'OM-Dt-see'). In (7) the Goal is a final 2; the Object Marker occurs. (7) ktam kix taitom kmaam kop itmiiit ktam kix t-aitom kmaam kop i-t-miiit man the Rl-speak woman the OM-Rl-ask 'the man spoke, he asked the woman ... '
Passivization
Only Direct Objects can be passivized in Seri. If a nominal can be a passive Subject, it can also be a Direct Object in an active clause. In (8), a Goal has been passivized. This is possible since it can also surface as a Direct Object in Seri, as in (9). This principle would correctly allow for all of the attested revaluations and all of the unattested revaluations in Seri shown above, with the exception of 1 to 2 (Antipassive). The nonexistence of the latter, if true, must be stipulated.
In languages where Obliques advance to 2, the revaluation of Oblique to 2 is still in keeping with the Minimality Principle if one assumes the Landing Site Principle (Gerdts 1992) , of which Part A interests us here:
Landing Site Principle (part A): Only morphosyntactically-licensed argument positions can be revaluation landing sites.
In some ways, the Minimality Principle is like the Universal Sonority Scale in phonology. It is not inviolable cross-linguistically, but the grammar of a language is less marked and more highly valued if it is consistent with the principle.
The grammar of Seri will also include other information. Passive, Unaccusative Advancement, and Oblique to 3 Advancement are not lexically governed. But 2-3 Retreat and 3-2 Advancement are governed by particular predicates. Once this is known, the lexical entries for the verbs in question may simply specify [+Retreat] or [+Advance] .
The proposals
In this section I motivate various simple proposals for the understanding of Seri grammar, and show how they interact to yield the superficially complicated situation that we find.
Subcategorization for singular 3s
I posit that several verbs in Seri subcategorize for an optional or obligatory singular 3. That is, they accept a 3 in their 'relational valence' , s but only if it is singular.9 If something like a plural Goal is to be expressed, it must be an Oblique and appear as a relational noun.10 The following pairs of examples illustrate this fact ( certain final grammatical relations of the Seri are indicated in the free translation): (15) t6otxwk pak ?ekamxk tootxwk pak ?2-k-amxk cholla some 110-Im-deliver 'bring some cholla cactus ( ko?yaamX ko-?-yo-aa-amX 3IO-lsST-Dt-Dat-say 'I said it to him/her (F3)' (20) mino ?y6omX mi-ano ?-yo-amX 2P-in lsST-say 'I said it to you (pl.) (FObl)'
The subcategorization frame for two verbs of this group would be:
These verbs contrast with a verb such as {kasit} 'take away forcefully', which allows for singular or plural Goals as Indirect Objects. One verb commonly appears with Goals, and yet does not subcategorize for a 3 at all. It is therefore relationally a monotransitive verb. Singular and plural Goals both appear as relational nouns. (27) simzt ki? miti itaom simat k? mi-ati i-t-aom bread the 2P-on OM-Rl-beg 's/he was begging for bread (F2) from you (FObl) ... '
(28)
siiX kXatik k? ?in itaom siiX k-Xatik k? ?i-ano i-t-aom thing thin the lP-in OM-Rl-beg 's/he was begging for a tortilla (F2) from us (FObl) ... '
The subcategorization frame for this verb would be:
3-2 Advancement
A number of clauses have Goals as final Direct Objects. In such clauses, the Goal determines Direct Object agreement, and the clauses are finally transitive by all available tests. The proposal I make is the standard one within Relational Grammar analyses: these verbs require 3-2 Advancement. These verbs may both occur without a Goal as 3, either because the Goal/3 is optional, or because any Goal/3 must be singular. In the following examples, note that for the 3-2 Advancement analysis.
12The root { itai?aa} may mean either 'buy' or 'sell', depending on the frame in which it occurs. Our interest here lies with the use as 'sell'. The following examples with the frame for 'buy' show that it is a typical transitive verb (no Source allowed).
(ii) siXkam ki? katXo pak isitai?aa 
2P-in
3IO-InfI-buy/sell lsST-Px-want 'I want to sell it (F3) to you (pl.) (FObl)' A clause containing these verbs without an initial 3 cannot be passive; instead, as with intransitive verbs, the Unspecified Subject prefix occurs on the verb if the initial Subject is unspecified. The fact that the Theme is a final 3 is clear. I claim that the initial 2 retreats to 3. However, when there is an initial 3 present, that 3 is a final 2 in active clauses, by 3-2 Advancement, contrary to the Chomeur Law .13 13An analysis with simultaneous 2-3 Retreat and 3-2 Advancement was posited by Perlmutter and Postal ( 1983) (56) znm ?aakni so mztompaasot znm ?aakni so mz-t-m-p<A>-aasot metal bow a 3I0/2DO-Rl-N-Pv-lend 'you (sg.) weren't lent a rifle (F3)'
The verb { saXw} 'discuss' is slightly different from the verbs discussed above. First, it allows for singular and plural initial 3s. In the following examples, the Goal is a final 2 or 1. Second, when there is no Goal, the Theme is a final 2.
(62) ?z kmaaX mos ikaitom i?maa so ?2 kmaaX mos i-0-ka-aitom i?maa so lPro now also 3P-AN-US-talk other a ?z SSaXW ka?a ?z si-saXw ka=?a lPro Ir-discuss Aux-Dec 'I will now discuss another topic (F2)' Third, when both a Goal and a Theme occur, the Goal advances to 2 but the Theme retreats to 3. The combination results in Object Camouflage.
(63) siiX so mz?nsaXW siiX so mz-?-mi-saXW thing a 3I0/2DO-lsST-Px-discuss 'I am discussing something (F3) 
Indirect object registration morphology
Three verbs are sensitive to the presence of an initial 3. The presence or absence of an initial 3 is indicated morphologically by adding the 'Dative' prefix.ts The point of this section is that such a generalization is possible under the analyses proposed. The notion 'initial 3' cannot be replaced by any one superficial or non-initial grammatical relation, nor by any one semantic role. The nominals in question are not always final 3s, or final 2s; and some Goals are not 3s, but rather Obliques.
The lexical entries for the two verbs that are sensitive to the positive presence of 1 7 An alternative analysis for this verb would be to claim that the final 3 is not really a Theme or an initial 2, but an initial Oblique that advances to 3. The Goal (initial 3) always advances to 2, and the Oblique (topic discussed) always advances to 3, but in addition advances to 2 if and only if there is no Goal that is a 2.
18Toe Dative prefix is an ablauting process (<A>) with the verb 'hide' and the 'augment' prefix {aa} with the verb 'say'. The augment prefix is most commonly used as a causative prefix in Seri. First, consider examples of these verbs in clauses without an initial 3, either because there is no Goal or the Goal is plural (and hence an Oblique). Note that the verbs appear with simple stems. In the following examples, an initial 3 occurs. Its presence is reflected not only by Indirect Object Agreement, but also by the Dative prefix. 
siiX so mzspaamX siiX so mz-si-p<A>-aa-amX thing a 2IO-Ir-Pv-Dat-say 'something will be said to you (F3)' The verb { isxw} 'hide' may also omit the Theme if the verb is understood reflexively (in which case the word { ?akX} 'somewhere' is also used with it).20 If there is no Theme, the Goal (initial 3) advances to 2. In the examples that follow, the Goal is clearly a 2. The clauses are all finally transitive by the known tests. 2l1f the prefix is a derivational prefix, it must be viewed as one which derives a monotransitive verb from a ditransitive. The lexical entries would be:
[+Retreat] 22So far as I know, a 2 or 3 is always present. An alternative for this verb would be to claim that the final 3 is not really a Theme or an initial 2, but an initial Oblique that advances to 3. I do not have any way of arguing for one of these analyses over the other.
23"Example (93) is an impersonal passive (see Marlett 1984) . The presentation of the facts that I have made utilizes a multistratal view of syntactic structure. In the initial stratum, Themes are Direct Objects, which is not unusual. Goals may be Indirect Objects or Goals in the initial stratum, however, depending on the verb's subcategorization frame. In this section I consider two alternative analyses.
Balcer 1988 suggests that perhaps 2-3 Retreat should be viewed as quirky case, "in which the argument is a true object of the verb, but the verb assigns it some exceptional Case as a lexical property, rather than the usual accusative Case (p. 489n)." To malce such a claim explicit for Seri, consider again an example discussed above:
(94) mino kwikitar?aa ?miimso mi-ano ko-ika-itar?aa ?-mi-amso 2P-in 3IO-InfI-buy/sell lsST-Px-want 'I want to sell it (F3) to you (pl.) (FObl)' I claimed that the verb { itai?aa} 'sell' requires 2-3 Retreat. If we were to adopt the quirky case marking solution for this verb, we would expect the subordinate clause above to be transitive, despite the fact that the Theme determines indirect object agreement. However, every test indicates that these clauses are unequivocally intransitive. For example, in the Seri sentence above, the intransitive allomorph of the infinitive prefix occurs. A quirky case solution is therefore not adequate to describe the observed facts.
In a second alternative analysis, the facts might be accommodated by a lexicalized mapping between semantic roles and initial grammatical relations that varies from verb to verb. The subcategorization frames for select verbs would be: (95) As pointed out earlier, the Goals in question are not always Indirect Objects, and not always Direct Objects (superficially). A monostratal analysis cannot successfully link the Dative registration morphology and grammatical relations. But an attempt to link it with semantic roles, as shown above, is also deficient, because it duplicates the subcategorization restriction on singular Goals. The bistratal analysis is successful, however, because it makes reference to initial Indirect Objects.
Conclusions
This paper contributes to several areas of our knowledge of human language. First, it shows that the notion of Indirect Object is clearly relevant in the Seri language and that it is distinct both from Direct Object and from semantically similar Oblique relations. This presents a challenge to theories of syntax which have attempted to avoid this grammatical relation.
Second, it shows that Seri represents another case where there is a more complicated mapping between the semantic role of Goal and initial grammatical relations. Goals are sometimes Indirect Objects and sometimes Obliques; verb subcategorization is significant. The Universal Alignment Hypothesis, or its analog in other theories, must be weakened (again).
Third, the analysis provides additional arguments against the Chomeur Law. Some verbs display Object Reversal, with the initial Indirect Object becoming a Direct Object, and the initial Direct Object becoming an Indirect Object.
Fourth, the Seri facts show that morphological registration may be sensitive to the presence of a nominal which bears a particular initial grammatical relation.
Fifth, I have shown how the adoption of the Minimality Principle permits a significant restriction on the grammar of Seri. It correctly predicts that certain revaluations are not attested, and that certain others are. 
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